relations, diverts attention away from the global distinctiveness of the IOC as a sports body and downplays the significance of differences between the organisation of Olympic Games and other forms of international sports events. The paradox of the Cold War focus on the 1980 and 1984 Olympic boycotts is that the 1976 Montreal boycott was part of the only time an international sports boycott was successful in achieving its long term goals -the ending of South African apartheid. Although not the most significant factor in the collapse of apartheid, the sports boycott was responsible for a series of significant blows against the cultural security of apartheid's dominant groups. Analysis of the anti-apartheid boycott movement has tailed off in recent years, in part because there is only so much we can say about sports boycotts, in part because South African history is developing new areas of analysis focussing on the country's sporting past and physical culture, and in part because there have been other pressing issues to explore.
The relevance and significance of sports boycotts changed in 2012/13 with the intensification of action in support of a 2011 call from within Palestinian civil society for teams to boycott the 2013 UEFA Under-21 championships to be held in Israel. This campaign invoked as one of its predecessors the anti-apartheid campaign's call between the mid-1950s and 1992 for the isolation of South Africa. Other calls for sports and wider boycotts in the previous twenty years had been limited or, as we have seen in the recent call for LGBT athletes to boycott the Sochi Olympics over Russia's recent antigay legislation, centred on individual athletes rather than sport systems. Public discussion of boycotts and similar kinds of pressure on states has been dominated by state-sponsored comprehensive sanctions activity, such as those directed at Iraq and Iran, or the so-called smart or targeted sanctions directed at members of the political élites in places such as Zimbabwe and Syria. Unlike statesponsored action, this recent call for a cultural boycott of the Israeli state was a campaign grounded in the civil society networks of those peoples who are the subject of close and restrictive state control. There seem to be significant parallels with the South African case.
The explicit invocation of the anti-apartheid campaign and its role as the most high profile of the bilateral boycotts campaigns means that the time is right to begin to revisit and review our analyses of sports boycotts.
While many may feel uncomfortable with calls for a boycott of Israel and the application to Israel of the apartheid label 1 given the UN's 1973 definition of apartheid as "inhuman acts for the purpose of establishing and maintaining domination by one racial group of persons over any other racial group and systematically oppressing them", 2 we must also be wary of falling been argued that Israel's support for the West Bank settlement building programme is also in violation. 3 Defenders of Israel point, in response, to alleged violations of international law by neighbouring states and assert Israel's compliance with UN resolutions. The issue is not the legitimacy of either stance; the situation is hotly contested and advocates of the boycott can point to important critiques of the situation they are seeking to address. These questions of the validity of charges against Israel are secondary to the fact of the Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) campaign and the focus of this paper: how we might make sense of biand multi-lateral sports, and by implication cultural, boycotts in the light of this 2013
campaign.
Boycotting (South African) Apartheid Sport
The boycott campaign was one of the principal tools that the anti-apartheid movement had in its toolkit to dismantle the white South African government's systematic racial classification and oppression. In discussions of anti-apartheid campaigns, it is common to identify 1959 as the year that the boycott movement came together into coordinated international activism. and South Africa that lasted until the mid-1980s. 4 The situation of South African sport under apartheid was complex. Although it was possible to point to systematic racial discrimination in South Africa from the time of earliest colonisation and the emergence of social practices from around the time of World War One that embedded that discrimination in legal and quasi-legal practice, the situation changed with the election in 1948 of a government led by the conservative Reformed National Party, replacing the more liberal New Democratic Party. Liberal is a relative term here; Jan Smuts, The effect of these developments on sport was profound, preventing informal or 'pick up' games while allowing 'inter-racial' sport between members of organised teams and leagues where a permit had been issued. At times this legislation led to moments of absurdity if they were not so offensive, such as the awards ceremony at the 1963 Natal Open golf championship, which was won by the Indian Sewsunker 'Papwa' Sewgolum. Sewgolum had been allowed to play, but the permit did not allow him access to the club house; the trophy was handed to him through a window and the South African Broadcasting Corporation suspended its news reporting of the tournament because its rules did not allow it to cover 'mixed' sport.
In the initial stages of the post-war era as organised international opposition began to emerge, the focus was on these exclusionary mechanisms that prevented 'mixed sport'. 
Bilateral contact
The vital role that governments, especially those in sub-Saharan Africa, played should not be under-estimated. This was not, however, a factor in the handful of sports that carried the greatest cultural weight in White South Africa, most especially cricket and rugby unionalthough it was rugby union that mattered most, being both a vital marker of national dynamism and power and essential to the integrity of Afrikaner masculinity as the epitome of national vigour. 14 
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The global sports system
The final factor contributing to the cultural impact of the sports boycott in South Africa was the global sports system that sustained international tours. Maintaining the focus on rugby union as the most important international sports contact to the régime of power in apartheid South Africa and, in terms of the sports boycott, the most recalcitrant, South Africa's sporting isolation lasted at most only six years: South Africa was readmitted to full international competition in 1992. The last notable rugby tour, a 'rebel' tour of a close to full strength New Zealand national team, was in 1986 (the 1989 'international' tour had only limited significance and included no New Zealanders, widely seen as South Africa's predominant rival to global rugby supremacy). Cricket, the other sport of significance in White South
Africa, maintained a programme of 'rebel' tours until the late 1980s.
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Official tours were organised by the international federation, in rugby union's case the International Rugby Board (IRB), following a tightly planned programme known several years in advance; the only way for a match to be an official international 'test' was if it was sanctioned by the IRB. Timing, scheduling, rules, officiating, locations, eligibility and anything else to do with touring programmes all had to be endorsed by the IRB and were rigorously policed by national governing bodies. Other than national level competition, such as in rugby union national provincial-level leagues during the amateur era, these international tours were the only opportunity most people had to see élite competition. The tours also tended to be of a long duration. For instance, the South African rugby tour of New Zealand in 1981 lasted 56 days, plus travel time and two weeks of matches in the USA. Even the unofficial, 'rebel', New events were rare, had a high profile and were of great cultural significance.
The anti-apartheid sports boycott, focussing on South Africa, had six distinctive features that were more obvious where the campaign focussed on single sport settings than the multisport context of the Olympic Games, but that are also distinctive in that the Olympic issue was resolved relatively early in the boycott era. The first feature was that sport mattered in that it was a major factor of White South African culture, but that some sports mattered more than others for reasons specific to the South African cultural order. The second distinctive feature is that the boycott call came from oppressed groups within South Africa. The third is that these oppressed groups and anti-apartheid allies within the country had, during the apartheid era, built credible internal alternatives to the apartheid-based sports governance system in the form of non-racial bodies. Fourth, the campaign gained strength during 1960s
with decolonisation, the power of the Third World project and growing significance of Eastern bloc states. Fifth, during its first ten years the boycott campaign shifted emphasis from narrowly sport-focussed to anti-apartheid in general as the wider anti-apartheid movement and its related boycott campaigns matured. Finally, the campaign confronted an internationally regulated sports system where, for international purposes, the International Federation (IF) governed relations with many aspects of management delegated to National Governing Bodies.
These six characteristics influence the analytical fit with how the wider literature on boycotts can help shape explanations of this cultural boycott. This literature is limited. For the most part discussion of boycotts focus on two things: economic boycotts and, to a lesser extent, third party boycotts such as industrial or political action in support of another group's boycott activity. The national focus of these debates means that this discussion is limited by the characteristics of specific jurisdictions. The following discussion will therefore draw on the economics-based literature centred on international economic and relations questions to propose a theory of sports boycotts in the context of a wider set of cultural boycotts. The starting point is that boycotts are only ever tactical or at best strategic; they are never an end in themselves but always a means to an end.
The Boycott as a tactic
The international relations and economics literature tends to conflate sanctions, embargoes and boycotts. Debates about the use of sanctions as a policy tool often assume a simple and direct relationship between political power and economic strength, whereas it is often the case that boycotts are imposed by the relatively powerless -as seen in the US Civil Rights Movement's Alabama Bus Boycott in 1954. Even with the presumption of power, the consensus in the literature is that economic sanctions work by attrition, are ineffective as a singular policy response and are more likely to be effective when invoked as a part of a broader strategy including diplomatic and other non-economic pressure.
Drawing on this literature produces an interpretation of boycotts, embargoes and sanctions shaped by a focus on formal state actions and measures of economic consequences. As a result, we can define sanctions as "actions initiated by one or more international actors (the 'senders') against one or more others (the 'targets') with either of two purposes: to punish the targets by depriving them of some value and/or make the 'targets' comply with certain norms the senders deem important". 18 We need also to consider legal and political theory to distinguish between three seemingly synonymous terms. Although 'sanction' also acts as a generic term, for the purposes of the remainder of this discussion, sanctions are penalties attached to transgression and breach of international law. Embargoes are a prohibition by one country or a group of countries of certain kinds of economic or other relations as a reprisal action designed to coerce political policy shifts or to injure a target nation taking a certain political stand. Finally, the boycott is the cessation or curtailment of contact or relations with a target nation on account of political differences, so as to punish a nation for a political position adopted or to coerce it into abandoning it. 19 Given these distinctions, the campaign to isolate South African sport during the apartheid era was enforcing a boycott of The effectiveness of sports boycotts and embargoes relies on several distinctive features.
The most important of these is product substitution. Just as the impact of economic sanctions needs to be seen in the light of access to other sources of or substitutes for goods being denied, consideration needs to be given to access to additional or alternative sports events. 20 The organisation of international sport means that the product being denied could For reasons of space, further discussion of a detailed analysis of boycotts, embargoes and sanctions must be deferred. Issues essential to this more detailed analysis includes the extent to which target states have access to close alternatives, for example the 'rebel' tours of South Africa, as well as other counter leverages such as an increasing cultural emphasis on the significance of national level competition, for instance the status accorded cricket's Currie Cup in apartheid era South Africa once the boycotts began to take effect. Further analysis is needed of the extent to which the boycott campaigns can be seen to be effective, which will require a longer term view than that often taken by critics of the approach who seem to expect immediate or short term results. The existing literature that points to the place of boycotts, sanctions and embargoes as part of a wider suite of policy instruments and as attritional is crucial here.
There are several elements where common conclusions about economic and cultural boycotts do not exist. First, unlike economic sanctions, hinting at cultural and sporting boycotts is not more effective than imposing them. Second, there little evidence that the imposition of sporting and cultural boycotts imposes costs on sender states other than to the organising body. 23 Third, other than in the case of some aspects of multi-lateral sports events, third parties seldom experience any costs or losses associated with sporting and cultural boycotts. Fourth, it is unlikely that sports-related sanctions will undermine the credibility of the sanctioner leading to them being seen as an unreliable supplier -in large part because international sport is monopsonistic -although the 'unreliable supplier' issue may limit action by individual NGBs, depending on the organisational reach of IFs.
There are two general points where common ground exists. First, the sanctioner needs to be fully aware of the potential costs. In analyses of economic sanctions these are relatively straight forward and direct costs may be comparatively accurately calculated. 24 In sporting and cultural boycotts there is a far greater number of factors to consider ranging from the domestic political response to the effect on the cultural standing of particular activities or sports. Second, the target's responses may lead to new sources of supply being discovered, the stimulation of conservation to reduce demand, or development of substitutes -in the South African sports case, these responses include the 'rebel' tours and the strenuous efforts on the part of the South African government and key elements of its civil society to circumvent the boycott. 25 Additional common conclusions may be drawn about the effectiveness of sanctions, embargoes or boycotts applied by international or multinational bodies. 26 These tend to carry more moral power than action taken by individual countries but contain the potential to weaken the international body by causing withdrawals or attacks by powerful target states. organised by the USA and the USSR. However, the idealist sentiment asserting a suprapolitical status of sport was still powerful and able to be utilised by governments in South Africa and elsewhere to oppose the anti-apartheid movements. This indicates that the issues on which to focus in considering the isolation of apartheid sport are the political structures of the protest movement as well as those of single sporting bodies and governments, the existence of a popular protest movement leading the call for a boycott, and the use of the apolitical sports argument and the anti-apartheid movement's ability to counter that through the significance of rugby and cricket and the politicisation of South African sport.
The basic lesson to be learned from the economic sanctions literature is that sanctions, embargoes and boycotts may not achieve all their intended goals, but can still have a profound impact. As Daoudi and Dajani argue, "they have the power to cut fresh inroads, impose heavy sacrifices on the target, and inflict deep internal cleavages in the political fabric of the target regime -cleavages hard for the untrained eye to see on initial impact". 27 It is likely that only superpowers are able to bear the economic strain or impact of being a target in the short run, although there are many states which remain convinced of their 'rightness' when faced with challenges to their resilience as cultural isolation grows with noneconomic sanctions. In the South African case there were changes in the boycott strategy following limited sporting integration in the late 1980s with the support of the ANC, which, in turn, held out the promise of return to international competition. Had the isolation of rugby union been more complete and in effect earlier there is little doubt that white South Africa would have lost a major aspect of its cultural strength.
The economics and international relations literature helps us fill out some conceptual gaps in discussing the South African sports boycotts, and leads to a three part model proposing that sanctions, embargoes and boycotts:
1) Are effective only as part of broader suite of isolating activities 2) Operate in a market determined by monopsonistic cartels, so analyses of likely and actual effectiveness must address a. access to alternatives in sender states b. access to alternatives in target states
3) Have an effect that tends to be cultural and to do with national psychological wellbeing, and determined by the significance of the sport in question.
In addition, the anti-apartheid campaign suggests that sports boycotts gain legitimacy and therefore solidarity/support from:
a. being in support of an indigenous call b. being able to point to alternative representative sports bodies
Noting that the anti-apartheid campaign on which this model is based was played out in a global environment that, 20 years ago, was markedly different from the current one, the opposition to the UEFA Under-21 championships held in Israel in 2013, including a boycott call, provides an opportunity to revisit this analysis. Comparing one campaign -and so far the only time sport has been a significant factor in the Boycott, Divestment, Sanctions (BDS)
campaign currently targeting Israel -with developments over a thirty year movement is not a good basis for meaningful evaluation, so this discussion is tentative, exploratory and cautious in its conclusions.
Israel, the BDS campaign and soccer
The 22 
International football tournaments
Considering international sport within a market determined by monopsonistic cartels means that analyses of the likely and actual effectiveness of boycotts must address both the access to sporting alternatives in sender states and the access to alternatives in target states. This requires a focus on access to and the status of élite youth football in both likely sender states and in Israel. It is on this point that the character of the international sports market as monopsonistic becomes important. UEFA, as the only 'purchaser', can determine both the character of exchange in the market and the participants in that market. This means that a unilateral decision by one or a minority of the participating national associations to boycott could have been extremely expensive in that they could have been seen as an unreliable supplier and possibly in violation of membership and competition rules. In this multi-lateral competitive context, the international federation is not only the single purchaser but also organises the market, including determining the rules of market entry and participation; under these conditions member associations are unlikely to act unilaterally. In this situation where national governing bodies have a single 'purchaser' for international competitive events a decision by UEFA as that 'purchaser' to withdraw the tournament from Israel would have no significant effect on the senders access to élite competitive sport; there would be no need to seek an alternative.
The effect on Israel, had UEFA acted on the BDS call, could have been catastrophic, for the same reason that any other member association would be unlikely to act unilaterally. Israel would lose access to élite international youth football played at home. Furthermore, the control the international federations exercise over club football, such as the Champions League, would threaten access to all forms levels of élite football should a general football or sports boycott be successful. Given that the call was not for a comprehensive UEFA boycott but for the tournament to be hosted by another UEFA member, should UEFA have agreed the effect would have less severe but still significant. It is almost certain that Israel would not have participated in the tournament, and it would not have had access to an alternative form of competition at home. Under these circumstances, and noting the specific characteristics of international football governance including the control of élite club play, a decision by UEFA to relocate the tournament is likely to have been a major blow to Israeli football, leaving aside the political and psychological consequences of the move.
National psychological well-being
The third element of the model, that the effect of any boycott tends to be cultural, related to national self-perception, confidence and well-being and determined by significance of the sport in question, in this case, is unanswerable; there was no boycott. That the tournament took place, however, is presented by representatives of the Israel Football Association (IFA)
as a significant advance for and benefit to Israeli football. The tournament director, Ronen
Hershco, presented it as a success in terms of legacy even though the Israeli team did not progress beyond the group stage. 38 It Is reasonable to assume that had UEFA decided to shift the tournament the effect would have been significant, especially if there was no significant shift in the 'security situation', as the conflict is often euphemistically labelled.
Given the counterfactual aspects of this proposition, it remains no more than an assumption although the combination of football's cultural significance in Israel combined with Israel's powerful desire to normalise its global position and role as seen in the government's 'Brand
Israel' programme suggests that the assumption may be well founded.
Solidarity and legitimacy
In addition to these three aspects of the model, success and international support for the boycott relies on the legitimacy of any boycott activity, which relates to matters 'on the 
BDS summary
Returning to the model:
1) The first element is that sports boycotts are effective only as part of broader suite of boycott activities; the call on UEFA to withdraw the 2013 under-21 tournament from
Israel is clearly part of a wider BDS campaign, and the first time the campaign had ventured into multi-lateral sport. In this sense, the call is consistent with the campaign's references to the South African focussed campaign and different from other boycott calls, such as the recent LGBT rights based call to boycott the Sochi Olympics which while based in LGBT activist groups remained distinct from either broader sport-oriented or civil rights focussed activism centred on Russia; that is, there is not a wider Russia-or sport-centred boycott activities in which the campaign could gain traction.
2) The monopsonistic cartel that controls football has more power than some other international governing bodies because of its influence over élite club play, including international club competition. This suggests that football's national governing bodies would be unlikely to act unilaterally but had UEFA acted the impact on 'sender' states would have been minimal in terms of access to alternatives while Israel would likely be excluded from access to any alternatives. There are two further factors to consider here, that also mark the campaign apart from its South African predecessor.
The first is that changes in global geo-politics mean that individual state governments are unlikely to take action over a sports boycott. The second is that even in the case of sports boycott, the global sport media complex means that Israelis may lose access to live international sports events but not to televised or other mediated forms.
3) It is likely that action by UEFA to relocate the tournament would have had effects that were primarily cultural and detrimental to Israel's national self-image in part because of the significance of football but more so because of government efforts to normalise
Israel's international image. The initial model is an argument based on a boycott tactic; in this case it can also be seen to be substantially appropriate in the case of an embargo -but more work and case study analysis is necessary to refine the elements related to the legitimacy question and the role of sport-specific international federations.
A significant challenge to the BDS campaign, when developing its sport aspect, lies in the organisation of sport in Israel and Palestine. Football presents the issues well. Noting the existence of the Islamic League in Israel, mainstream Israeli football is not explicitly or uniquely divided along ethno-nationalist lines, unlike much of the rest of Israeli society and politics. There is a compelling analysis by Tamir Sorek, that football is, in his words, an "integrative enclave" which he notes is a combined product of the "interests of the Hebrew sports media and state institutions… and the Arab soccer fans, players and bureaucrats" while also limiting its integrative power because it acts as a site for "the majority's interest in maintaining the status quo, and the need of a discriminated-against national minority to maintain active protest while at the same time preserving proper relations with the majority society". 41 As with nearly every other site of social interaction in Israel/Palestine, football is layered, complex and wrapped in contested and disputed historical narratives and on the ground political power imbalances. This integrative element means that whereas, in many other respects, Israel might meet the UN's definition of an apartheid state 42 in the case of football at least that is a more difficult case to make. This weakness may be seen in the way some campaign supporters have had to rely on the liberal framing of football's official bodies'
anti-racism campaigns that tend to focus on individual and overt racist acts rather than structural or contextual racism. Development of a sport-focussed strand in the BDS campaign therefore suffers from a weak sport-specific analysis in dealing with Palestinian citizens of Israel: the situation is different for the occupation mainly because of its illegal aspects. The 22 June 2011 call by the 42 clubs pointed to the three aspects of colonisation, occupation and apartheid highlighted in the BDS campaign, but in the absence of sportspecific issues, a sport-focussed campaign may find it difficult to gain traction.
Conclusion
This paper explores the politics of international sports relations by proposing a model for understanding sports boycotts based in global sport structures. This model is related to analyses of economic boycotts but is also based in an analysis of the way the structure of international sports governance creates and shapes the market in international competitive Third, the changing shape of global geo-politics, the decline of a bipolar world and growing influence of corporate institutions in international relations lessens the likely role of national governments in any wider sports or cultural boycott movement; as a result, analysis will need to focus on non-state and civil society institutions as factors in global sport politics.
The major mistake any analysis could make would be to take the BDS campaign's statements that it is inspired by the South African anti-apartheid boycott to mean that it is the same as that boycott; this new campaign is focussed on relations with the state of Israel, not with Israelis -this means analysts and activists need to grasp the analytical distinctions between playing rugby against South Africa and playing soccer in Israel.
